This article examines whether and how several audit-specific attributes influence auditor's motivation. Following the literature, the research project focuses mainly on the impact of risk preference, task complexity and the liability situation in this issue. A 2x2 mixed-subjects case-based experiment was conducted to gain data for in-depth insights. In sum 209 master students with a major in accounting and auditing participated in the experiment. The results indicate that increased risk aversion leads to a higher observed task motivation. Regarding the task complexity, data analysis shows that increasing task complexity lowers auditor's motivation. This study contributes to the stream of judgment and decision making literature and offers new insights in to the relationship and dependence of inherent auditor-specific factors.
Introduction
The study contributes to the literature analysing the impact and relation of certain audit-specific factors. Specifically, the impact of individual risk preferences and task complexity on the auditor's motivation is analysed.
Prominent bankruptcies and accounting scandals (e.g. Enron, Worldcom, Parmalat) caused significant damage to several stakeholders and are examples that highlight the importance of reliable and high-quality financial information. Auditing is intended to ensure this reliability and high quality by acting as a control and verification unit between information preparers and information addressees. By fulfilling this purpose, auditing reduces the information asymmetry between the parties mentioned above and therefore contributes to increasing trust in the correctness and reliability of the financial data (Quick 2005) . Ensuring the reliability of the financial information place high demands and requirements on the auditing. Especially, a valid and high-quality judgment and decision making are necessary to ensure high audit quality. Concerning the mentioned accounting scandals, it is becoming increasingly difficult to ignore the importance to understand and examine the factors, and its interactions that influence the judgment and decision making process and quality. A better understanding of these factors should provide an in-depth insight into the audit process and should contribute to its further development. Mala and Chand (2015) followed the classification of Bonner (2008) regarding factors influencing judgment and decision making: (1) person variable, (2) task variable and (3) environmental variable. The auditor itself is one of the most significant influencing factors on the judgement and decision-making process and in addition to other person's inherent factors, especially the motivation of the auditor is critical for the judgement and decision making as it is the activation of an individual to recognise and solve a problem (Schwind 2011) . Motivation is the psychological force that enables action and represents the individual´s willingness to achieve objectives and therefore mainly influences the effort invested (Carver and Scheier 1998; Touré-Tillery and Fischbach 2014) . The importance of motivation in the audit process is shown in many studies (e.g. Bonner 1994 Bonner , 2008 . It interacts as a moderator between the judgment performance and other audit-specific factors, for example task-specific such as task complexity (Nelson and Tan 2005; Mala and Chand 2015) . In the past decades, many studies examined the impact of auditor´s motivation on the judgment and decision-making process and/or the audit quality (e.g. McClelland 1961; Lawler 1994; Bonner 1994 and 2008; Bonner and Sprinkle 2002; Miller et al. 2006; Mohd-Iskandar et al. 2012) . So far, little research exists regarding the auditor´s motivation and its influential factors in the context of an audit. Due to this research gap, this paper aims to examine different factors influencing the auditor´s motivation and to contribute to a better understanding of this person-specific factor, and its drivers.
The literature provides five factors 2 which mainly influence task motivation: (1) users perception of a task, (2) user´s motivational orientation, (3) decision environment, (4) task characteristics and (5) task-user characteristics (Amabile 1988; Chan 2005; Chan and Song 2010) . Several prominent and often discussed audit-specific factors can be related to this or are reflected in it.
Risk preference refers especially to (1) user´s perception of a task, (2) user´s motivational orientation and (3) decision environment. Audit research has shown an increased interest in the effects of the individual´s risk preference on the audit quality (e.g. Johnstone 2000; Klersey and Roberts 2010; Pummerer et al. 2013; Laux et al. 2014 ) already for some time,. The auditor´s risk preference has a considerable impact on the audit process as auditors follow mostly a risk-based approach and make their decisions based on risk assessments (Dusenbury et al. 2000; Johnstone 2000) . According to Klein and Scholl (2014) risk preference determines risk behaviour and in contrast to risk-loving individuals, risk-averse individuals are more eager to avoid risk instead of looking for opportunities. Similarly, Atkinson (1957) argues that motivation can be determined by the motive to achieve success and/or the motive to avoid failure and it depends on the preference of the individual which motive has a stronger impact on the overall motivation. Given all these insights, it can be argued that the auditor´s risk preference might influence its motivation. To examine this relationship, this paper seeks to answer the following question:
RQ1: How does the auditor's risk preference affect the auditor's motivation?
Task complexity can be mainly attributed to (4) task characteristics and (5) task-user characteristics regarding the influence on motivation. A stream of literature examined the impact of task complexity on the audit process and showed negative effects on the auditor´s judgment performance (Bonner 1994 (Bonner , 2008 Mala and Chand 2015) . Task complexity among others influences individuals regarding complexity-adequate resource allocations (e.g. Prawitt 1995) or in terms of using support systems . According to Chan (2005) the effect of complexity on motivation is dependent on a person´s motivational orientation. Regarding these insights, task complexity has an impact on the behaviour of individuals and might further affect motivation. For the investigation concerning this matter the following research question occurs:
RQ2: How does task complexity affect the auditor's motivation?
The examined factors in this study are in particular relevant to the influence and measurement of motivation (e.g. Chan 2005; Chan and Song 2010, Touré-Tillery and Fischbach 2014). As motivation is an important factor within audit tasks (e.g. Bonner 1994 Bonner , 2008 , the examined factors are essential and critical for the whole audit process. Thus, they were examined in this study which tends to offer further insights on influencing factors of the auditor´s motivation. A deeper understanding of the relationship and impacts of and on motivation should lead to a more detailed view of critical factors within the audit process. Practitioners should benefit from the study in terms of understanding and increasing the motivation of auditors. Furthermore, the insights should support leading audit teams as well as assigning tasks and the allocation of resources.
The remainder of the present study is structured as follows: In section 2 the literature review and hypotheses development can be found. Section 3 includes the research design, section 4 the data analyses and section 5 the discussion of results. Section 6 contains the conclusions, limitations and implications. Literature Review and Development of Hypothesis
Motivation
While knowledge, experience and expertise can be seen as the ability to fulfil a task, motivation represents the willingness to solve and handle it (Gronewold 2006; Rheinberg 2010) . According to Atkinson (1957) motivation occurs due to the willingness to achieve success or to avoid failure. The theory of McClelland (1961) indicates that motivation results from three dominant needs: achievement, power and affiliation. The study of Touré-Tillery and Fishbach (2014) determines motivation as the 'psychological force that enables action'. Task motivation arises from the willingness to engage in certain activities of interest (Ryan and Deci 2000; Chan and Song 2010) and entails positively valued experience deduced from the task itself (Thomasand Velthouse (1990) . The literature distinguishes between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Jost 2000; Rheinberg 2010; Schwind 2011) . While intrinsic motivation occurs due to internal desires to do something for its own sake, extrinsic motivation arises because of external factors such as reward or punishment (Kanfer 1990; Rheinberg 2010) Task motivation is a critical factor for high-quality performances (Utman 1997) , and its influence on task and work performance has been investigated in a variety of studies (e.g. Hackman and Oldham 1980; Lawler 1973; Tomas and Velthouse 1990) . Regarding the judgment and decision making in auditing, it is shown that a higher motivation leads to an increasing effort of the individual and therefore to a higher judgment performance, a better judgment and decision making process as well as to a higher audit quality (e.g. Bonner 1994 Bonner , 2008 Bonner and Sprinkle 2002; Bonner 2008) . The influence of workmates' feedback on motivation is examined in the study of Miller et al. (2006) . The results show a positive effect of such discussion on the motivation and further on the overall performance. Mohd-Sanusi and Mohd-Iskandar (2007) also investigated the influence of feedback and expanded the examination by monetary remuneration and control. According to the study of Miller et al. (2006) , the results indicate a positive influence of feedback, monetary remuneration and control on the motivation and the performance. The impact of accountability is investigated by Tan and Kao (1990) ; with an experiment, it is shown that accountability positively influences the motivation and the invested effort. Similar results can be found in the study by Mohd-Iskandar et al. (2012) which examined the effect of pressure caused by accountability on the invested effort and performance. The results also show a positive influence of pressure on the performance due to increased motivation. Increasing pressure leads to higher invested effort and encourages caution and responsibility (DeZoort et al. 2006) .
Besides the positive effects of motivation, also irrelevant and adverse effects are also discussed in the literature. Bonner (1994 Bonner ( , 2008 shows that motivation is irrelevant when the task is too easy or too difficult. Also, the negative effects of motivation on the performance may occur, especially when the optimal motivational stimulation is exceeded (e.g. Humphreys and Revelle 1984; Eysenck 1986; Ashton 1990) Thus, the auditor´s motivation is an essential component of the audit process and plays a vital role regarding audit quality. According to these insights, motivation is a critical factor for the audit process as it represents the individual willingness to achieve objectives and therefore mainly influences the effort invested.
Risk preference
According to Sitkin and Weingart (1995) the risk preference has an impact on the risk perception and determines the risk behaviour. Risk preferences can be classified as risk-averse, risk-neutral and risk-loving (Laux et al. 2014 ). According to Klein and Scholl (2014) risk-averse individuals are more anxious to avoid risk than to look for opportunities. In contrast, risk-loving individuals are less interested in avoiding risk and tend to prefer the possibility of an opportunity. Risk perception is mainly affected by the controllability of a task (Sandman 1987), the extensity of risk and the confidence of the individual (Pablo et al. 1996) . Farmer (1993) was one of the first who examined risk preference in an audit context and found that senior auditors and managers tend to be risk-averse. Nevertheless, the results showed no differences between the preference groups. Another stream of literature dealing with risk perception in auditing, investigated the client retention decisions in this context. According to the majority of the results, risk-loving auditors tend to accept higher risk clients and charge higher risk premiums (e.g. Klersey and Roberts 2010; Amir et al. 2014) . A number of studies have examined gender differences regarding risk preferences. Hardies et al. (2013) found that females tend to be more risk-averse than males. In contrast, Lehtinen and Kvist (2018) showed that gender has no impact on risk preference. Several studies have been carried out on the impact of risk and risk perception on audit quality (e.g. Pummerer et al. 2013; Amir et al. 2014; DeFond and Zhang 2014) . According to the majority of the findings, risk preference has an important impact on the decisions of an auditor like wealth, effort or audit fee as well as on the audit quality. Nevertheless, no reliable evidence exists regarding the impact of risk preference on auditor´s motivation.
According to Atkinson (1957) , motivation is determined by the willingness to achieve success or to avoid failure. In an audit context, we assume that the avoidance of failure is the primary driver for motivation because only failure (i.e. inappropriate audit opinion) will cause significant consequences in the end. Risk-averse individuals are more anxious regarding risk and therefore more eager to avoid them. That means in addition to the motivation to achieve success, the overall motivation of a risk-averse individual is additionally reinforced by the motivation to avoid failure. Based on these insights we assume that individuals with a higher risk aversion are more motivated due to a higher willingness to avoid negative consequences. Therefore, the following hypothesis is developed: H1: Increasing risk aversion leads to higher motivation.
Task Complexity
Campbell (1988) divided complexity into a subjective and an objective dimension. Gill and Hicks (2006) extended this classification and categorised complexity as (a) a subjective psychological experience, (b) an interaction between task-specific and person-specific characteristics and (c) a function of objective task characteristics. According to Kahnemann (1973) , complexity can be defined as the amount of capacity or mental processing which is required to fulfil a task. It increases with a higher number of similarities, higher number of alternatives or the number of necessary procedures (Bonner 1994; Stone and Kadous 1997; Chun 2005) . Task complexity can occur at the stages of information input, information processing, or the output of a task (Bonner 1994; Chun 2005) .
Task complexity belongs to the task-specific factors influencing the audit procedure, and therefore judgment and decision-making (Nelson and Tan 2005; Bonner 2008, Mala and Chand 2015) . Bonner (1994) discussed an adverse effect of task complexity and a positive effect of skill and motivation on the judgment performance. . These studies show that the primarly positive influence of the investigated factors on judgment performance decreases or disappears under high task complexity. Bowrin (2010) examined the relationship between time pressure, audit effectiveness and complexity and showed a negative interactional relationship in this context. The studies of Chung/Monroe (2001) and O´Donnell/Johnson (2001) investigate the interaction of gender, task complexity and judgment performance. The results show an interaction effect of gender and task complexity and significant differences between females and males regarding this issue. To sum up, research has shown several and essential impacts of task complexity on the audit process. However, there has been little discussion on its influence on motivation.
According to the theory of Atkinson (1957) , task complexity could affect motivation in different ways: regarding success, the incentive effect will be stronger under high complexity due to the pride of the individual to fulfil the task successfully; regarding failure the motivation increases when the complexity is low because the shame is higher than in the case of more difficult tasks. According to the motivational framework, Chan (2005) and the study of Chun and Song (2010), task motivation is expected to be higher when the task is less complex. Thus, taking all insights together, individuals may become more motivated when they perceive the task to be low in difficulty.
Summarising, the willingness to achieve success as well as the willingness to avoid failure influence motivation. In an audit situation, however, it is assumed that especially the avoidance of losses, financial or nonfinancial, is the primary driver of auditor´s motivation and with increasing complexity, it is getting more challenging to avoid failure. Based on this assumption and insights of the literature, it is assumed that motivation decreases with increasing complexity. Thus, the following hypothesis is developed:
H2: Increasing complexity leads to lower motivation.
Research Design

Research Method
The measurement of risk preference and the individual´s motivation is necessary to empirical investigate the interaction and the influence factors of these variables. Therefore, to conduct the research project a case based experimental research design (the experiment is provided in the appendix) was chosen. The experimental design allows to measure the individual´s risk perception as well as the task complexity and enables to measure and investigate the individual´s motivation in a controlled environment. Another advantage is the higher construct validity which arises due to the direct measurement of the variables instead of using archival data.
Case-based experiments have a long tradition in audit research (e.g. Farmer 1993; Stone/Kadous 1997; Bonner 2008; Fatemi 2012 ; Koch and Schunk 2013) throughout a variety of topics (e.g. judgment and decision-making). Thus far, however, no experimental setting was used yet in this particular setting.
The experiment is divided into four steps. In the first step, the measurement of the individual risk preference is conducted. In the second step, the participants are provided with the case study including information about a fictitious company, especially its financial statement. The participants were asked to determine and allocate the necessary resources to conduct an audit. One group received low complexity information, and the other group was confronted with higher complexity. Based on the task and the manipulated case study, the individual´s motivation is measured in the third step. The last step contains the manipulation checks and the collection of demographical data.
Research Design and Administration
The experiment is designed as a 2×2 mixed subjects experiment. The task complexity is manipulated between subjects. Besides these two manipulation variables the influence of the individual risk preference on the auditor´s motivation is examined. Hence, the independent variables in this study are the risk preference, the task complexity as well as the liability situation and the dependent variable is the individual´s motivation. The data collection period and several questions regarding the delivered information of the fictitious company are installed to serve as control variables. The between-subjects manipulation of the task complexity offers the possibility to investigate the reaction of two separated populations towards motivation. Specifically, it is an advantage as it enables to conduct an in-depth and isolated examination of the risk preference in both complexity states.
The experimental design had been tested twice with students and practitioners before its finalisation. The data collection was conducted using paper-and computer-in the facilities of the university in a laboratory setting.
Experimental Task and Variables
The experiment contains the manipulation variable task complexity. Several constructs and approaches for its definition and measurement exist which are discussed in section 2.3. In this respect, it can be defined as the set of necessary capacities of cognitive processes for the task performance (Kahneman 1973) . Furthermore, it can be seen as the number of specifications and steps to reach a specific goal. For the manipulation objective, complexity attributes were used which among others include the degree of uncertainty caused by lack of structure (Funke 1991; Gill and Hicks 2006) , the number of alternative paths that are possible using different performance strategies (Jacko and Salvendy 1996; Gill and Hicks 2006 ), the number of task attributes (e.g. required number of criteria) and alternatives (e.g. number of alternatives, discriminability) (Fisher et al. 2003; Klemz and Gruca 2003; Gill and Hicks 2006) or the amount of information (Bonner 1994) .
At the beginning of the experiment, the risk preference of the participants is measured with standardised questions on a seven-point Likert scale regarding the individual´s risk behaviour and attitude in different financial and non-financial situations. This measurement method can be classified as subjective psychological processes to measure an individual´s risk attitude (Zuber and Guthier 2003) . Furthermore, the participants conducted a Holt and Laury (2002) lottery which was used to control the question-based risk attitude measurement. Within the lottery, the participants choose between pairs of payouts which differ in the amount and probability of their occurrence. This combination of methods to measure risk preference has been chosen because individual´s risk preference may not be stable over all domains (Weber et al. 2002) and no predominant and distinct measurement of risk preference exists. Moreover, it is possible to gain a more accurate and selective measurement of risk attitude in a specific domain or a particular situation, which should lead to more valid and reliable results and it also allows to cover a broad range of aspects regarding risk preference. Based on the result of the measurements, the participants were divided into three risk groups, namely risk-averse, risk-neutral and risk-loving.
There are a variety of methods and approaches for measuring individual´s motivation which can be classified as a) cognitive and effective measures and b) as behavioural measures within two dimensions of motivation, namely outcome-focused and process-focused (Touré et al. 2014) . While behavioural measures of motivation refer to more objective identifiable indicators like speed or performance, the cognitive and effective measures of motivation include most of all the activation, evaluation, perception or experience of goal-related constructs as well as the subjective experience they evoke (Touré-Tillery and Fishbach 2014). For the present study, the cognitive and effective measure dimension is chosen due to characteristics of the case study and the possibility to gain deeper insights and further information regarding the individual´s motivation for the task. In this context, motivation is mainly measured as the degree to which a relevant task-related object is evaluated positively, as individual´s degree of interest or enjoyment, as perceived competence, or as felt pressure and tension while performing a given activity (Ryan et al. 1991; Touré-Tillery and Fishbach 2014) . Concerning the work of Eccles and Wigfield (2002) an individual´s value of a task strongly depends on the individual´s needs and goals. The value aspects of motivation include the goals for the task as well as beliefs about its interest, importance or utility (Pintrich and de Groot 1990) and influence the intensity of behaviour within a task Pintrich and Schrauben 1992) . In contrast to the utility which is seen as an extrinsic attribute, interest and importance are considered as intrinsic features Wigfield 1995, 2002; . Interest results in enhanced motivation and refers to a particular situation or to certain individual feelings or stimulations (Schiefele 1999; Hidi and Harackiewicz 2001) . Importance also influences the intrinsic motivation and can be referred to as the value individual places on performing well in an activity (Eccles et al. 1983 ). Based on these insights, the measurement of interest and importance values is chosen for the present study because these factors are the primary driver for individual´s motivation to perform a task primarily for the sake of the task itself (Wigfield and Eccles 1992; Wigfield 1995, 2002; . Based on the interest and importance dimensions, standardised questions were developed to measure the individual´s motivation on a seven-point Likert scale. This measurement approach has already been used in prior audit research (e.g. .
Participants
Following prior work in the field, business administration students with a major in auditing at the master and PhD level were taken as participants for the experiment as proxies for auditors (Frederickson and Miller 2004; Elliott et al. 2007; Fatemi 2012; Zimmermann 2016) because this study aims to investigate influences on motivation which means that there is not much experience required to be involved in the experiment as the focus lies more on an individual´s state of feelings than as on conducting actual audit-specific tasks or decisions.
Ninety-nine (47.10%) participants were female, 105 (50.00%) were male, and five (2.90%) did not give any information regarding their gender. The average age of the participants was 23.33 years. Tables 1 and 2 summarise the demographics regarding gender and age. About 40 % of the participants were working in the accounting, auditing or common similar areas. Another 20 % have already been engaged in these fields. On average, the experiment lasted 20 min, and every participant was awarded an average payment of 12 EUR.
Data Screening and Manipulation Checks
In sum, 211 students participated in the experiment. Two datasets had to be removed due to incomplete responses pertaining to the risk preference and motivation measurements. In sum 209 valid datasets could be collected. Manipulation checks were conducted to ensure that the participants correctly perceived the case study and that the manipulation was recognised. Therefore the participants were asked to answer questions regarding the complexity of the case. Table 3 shows the results of the Kruskal Wallis test which indicates significant differences within three out of four questions between the manipulation groups. Hence, it can be assumed that the participants react to the complexity manipulation. Further questions regarding the liability situation were installed to ensure that the potential loss is apparent to all participants. No one failed the manipulation checks, and thereby 209 datasets were gathered. Data Analysis
Within the data analysis, the responses of the participants to significant differences were examined. Due to the characteristics of the data, the non-parametric tests Mann-Whitney U, Kruskal-Wallis and Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test were used (Hollander and Wolfe 1999) . Furthermore, the Jonckheere-Terpstra test was used to analyse significant trends.
Risk Preference
Based on the responses to the questions and measurements regarding risk preferences, the participants were classified into three groups risk-averse, risk-neutral and risk-loving. Table 4 shows the number of participants in each group: The responses to the standardised questions of the motivation measurement were combined and summarised to a single variable for the analysis. The procedure avoids the problem of outliers within single questions and allows a weighted and valid evaluation regarding the individual´s motivation. To examine differences of this variable between the risk groups a Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted. Table 5 displays the mean ranks as well as the result of the test. The risk-averse group shows the highest motivation with a mean rank of 81.00 followed by the risk-neutral group (mean rank = 105.79). The lowest motivation is examined within the risk-loving group (a smaller number indicates a higher motivation) with a mean rank of 116.99. According to the analysis, the differences between the groups are significant (P: 0.046) with a Cohen´s effect size value of d = 0.287.
Further, a Jonckheere-Terpstra test was conducted. The results show a significant underlying trend at a p-value of 0.019. Table 6 summarises the test. .019 Figure 1 illustrates both, the results of the Kruskal-Wallis test as well as the Jonckheere-Terpstra test. The graphs depict the trend-shaped progression and show once again that motivation increases as risk aversion increases. To summarise, the analysis shows a significant impact of risk preference on the auditor´s motivation. Thereby, risk-averse individuals showed the highest, risk-neutral individuals the second highest and risk-loving individuals the lowest motivation. Hence H1, according to which increasing risk aversion leads to higher motivation, can be supported.
To further evaluate the influence of risk preference, the complexity was involved and combined into six groups: risk averse and low complexity, risk averse and high complexity, risk neutral and low complexity, risk neutral and high complexity, risk loving and low complexity as well as risk loving and high complexity. This additional analysis and the combination of the variables offers two advantages: first, as task complexity is manipulated between subjects this is an efficient method to involve both manipulation groups to oppose the responses and second, it offers the possibility to investigate the reaction of each risk preference group on changes in complexity, and thus a first validity check is possible. Furthermore, an in-depth examination of underlying trends is supported.
The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to examine the data regarding differences in the mean rank between the six groups. Table 7 displays the mean ranks as well as the test statistics. In line with the previous results, the analysis shows significant differences between the groups (P: 0.033) with a Cohen´s effect size value of d= 0.382. The riskaverse groups (1 and 2) shows the highest motivation (a smaller number indicates a higher motivation) following the risk-neutral groups (3 and 4). The lowest motivation was examined within the risk-loving groups (5 and 6). Furthermore, the results show that every risk group reacts similarly to changes in complexity and with increasing complexity the motivation decreases. In a further step, it was examined whether the differences follow a significant trend. Regarding the results of the Jonckheere-Terpstra test, it can be indicated that there is an underlying trend between the six groups (P: 0.005). Table 8 summarises the results: Within the figure the underlying trend gets visible, and one can see that increased risk aversion leads to higher motivation. Moreover, when looking at the risk pairs, it is shown that every type of risk preference reacts with increasing task complexity to decreasing motivation. Further investigations regarding task complexity are carried out under section 4.2.
Therefore, the results indicate once again that risk preference has an important impact on the auditor´s motivation, and additionally support H1.
Task Complexity
In addition to the insights in section 4.1 regarding the influence of task complexity on auditor´s motivation, further analyses are performed in this section. The task complexity has been manipulated between subjects. For the analysis a Mann-Whitney U test is conducted to examine differences between the high-complexity sample and the low-complexity sample.
The results of the analysis are presented below. The mean rank of the high-complexity group is 115.57 whereas the low-complexity population has a mean rank of 95.85. The dataset was analysed using a Mann-Whitney U Test leading to the results that the difference are significant (U = 4407.00, p = 0.018). Further, Cohen´s effect size value (d = 0.33) suggests a small to moderate, practical significance. .018 a. Grouping Variable: 1-high complexity, 2-low complexity Furthermore, a Jonckheere Terpstra test indicates a significant trend-based difference between the two complexity populations (P=0.018) (Table 10 ). The visualisation of the tests indicates once more that increasing complexity reduces motivation. As already shown in section 4.1, the further tests conducted in this section corroborate the results and provide further evidence regarding this issue. Summarising, the analysis exhibits an essential impact as increasing task complexity moderates the auditor´s motivation. Thus, taken these insights together, hypothesis 2 can be supported.
Discussion of results
Within the data analysis, it is shown that risk preference and task complexity affect auditor´s motivation. However, no effect could be found regarding the liability situation.
The measured motivation was significantly higher for risk-averse individuals than for risk-neutral and riskloving individuals. Hence, as predicted, higher risk aversion leads to an increased auditor´s motivation. It is shown that risk preference has a decisive impact on the motivation which in turn positively affects the judgment performance and the audit procedure (Bonner 2008; Mala and Chand 2015) . The findings seem to be consistent with the majority of the literature, which argues that risk-averse individuals are more eager to avoid risks and negative consequences compared with risk-loving individuals (Klein and Scholl 2004; Pummerer et al. 2013; Amir et al. 2014) . In line with prior literature increasing task complexity lowers motivation (Chan 2005; Chan and Song 2010) . Although complexity may influence motivation in different ways (Atkinson 1957) , the results indicate that in an audit context the incentive effect of avoiding failure (a negative form of motivational incentive) might be the main driver for the auditor´s motivation.
As usual in experimental research, the present study is confronted with some caveats. Therefore, the control variables age, sex, duration as well as various control questions regarding the audit procedure were included to control for potential threats to the external and internal validity of the experiment (e.g. Wik et al. 2004; Smith 2011) . The present study uses a combined situation/domain specific measure for the measurement of risk preference since no superior measure for risk preference exists. Using a different measurement may lead to different results (Weber et al. 2002; Reynaud and Couture 2012) . This problem also exists concerning the measurement of motivation.
Conclusion
The present study analyses factors that affect the auditor´s motivation. More specifically the impact of risk preference and task complexity is examined in this context. A 2×2 mixed-subjects case-based experiment was conducted to carry out the research project.
The result of the data analysis shows decisive effects of risk preference on the auditor´s motivation and a significantly higher motivation of risk-averse individuals compared with risk-neutral and risk-loving participants. These findings can be explained by the preferences of the respective risk groups; higher risk-aversion is generally accompanied by greater caution and higher sensitivity to risk. Risk-averse individuals are more eager to avoid negative consequences (e.g.monetary losses, reputation damage) and are therefore more motivated than individuals classified as risk-neutral or risk-loving. Following the stream of literature, which shows and discusses the positive effects of motivation on the audit process, one could assume that increasing risk aversion leads to more precise judgments as well as to an improvement of the audit process.
According to the results, increasing task complexity causes significantly lower motivation. Thus, also task complexity has a vital impact in this context. Various theories offer insights into the main drivers of motivation and try to explain what causes the inner force that stimulates actions or certain behaviour of individuals. The achievement of success and the avoidance of loss are prominent in the literature regarding this issue. In the audit context it could be argued that the avoidance of loss may have a stronger impact on motivation since the only failure causes significant damage to the auditor. On the other hand, it is more or less presumed that the audit is carried out successfully. That means that in audit procedures the absence of failure generally represents success. Several studies arguing a negative effect of task complexity on motivation as the achievement of goals become more difficult (e.g. the avoidance of failure). Although literature discusses that increasing complexity might also have a positive effect on motivation in case of achieving success (due to the higher pride to accomplish the task), in an audit context, however, the avoidance of potential losses might be dominating as discussed above.
This study offers insights into the audit process and several interaction effects of audit-specific factors on judgment and decision-making. Especially the dependencies and the role of the auditor´s motivation within the critical steps of an audit process are investigated and discussed. It closes the identified gap of the examination of the influence of motivation on the judgment and decision making and adds further insights to the impact and interaction of person-specific, task-specific and environmental-specific factors to previous literature dealing with judgment and decision-making and audit quality.
